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Federal Communications Commissiﬁﬁcv\g FILE C
Office of the Secretary

445 12th Street, SW
Room TW-A325
Washington, DC 20554

RE: Request for Review
Funding Commitment Decision Letter / Appeals Decision Letter
Funding Commitment Decision Letter Date: October 26, 2005
Administrator’s Decision on Appeal Letter Date: 03/31/2006
CC Docket Number No. 02-6
471 Application Number: 465815
Funding Year: 07/01/2005 — 06/30/2006
Funding Request Numbers: 1280957, 1281089
Billed Entity: Our Lady of Grace School
Billed Entity Number: 70904

CONTACT:
Sister Rita Marie Range (Principal)
Our Lady of Grace School
2446 North Ridgeway Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60647-2325
Phone (773) 342-0170
Fax (773) 342-5305
ritarangeop@yahoo.com

Dear Sirs:

This letter is submitted to appeal the Universal Service Administrative Company’s
(USAC) Funding Commitment Decision Letter dated /0/26/2005 (See Attachment A).

Our Lady of Grace School would like to appeal the USAC’s decision to deny funding
under the explanation that no technology plan covering the current funding year was in
place when the Form 470 was filed.

We contend that we did indeed satisfy the technology plan requirements of the Schools
and Library Division of USAC.
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The higher-level technology plan for the Schools in the Archdiocese of Chicago, of
which Qur Lady of Grace School is a member, has had an approved technology plan,
without interruption, since 1998. The National Catholic Educational Association
approved the initial plan on February 11, 1998 (See Attachment C). The Illinois State
Board of Education approved the 1st revision of the plan on July 2, 2002 (Sce
Attachment D). The Catholic Conference of Illinois approved the latest plan revision on
June 17, 2005 (See Attachment E).

Each version of the plan has updates but remains essentially the same plan. Attached isa
chart (See Attachment B), which lists the goals of the 2002 plan and the 2005 plan. When
you compare the two columns, you will see that the goals are almost identical. A closer
examination of the strategies detailed in the plan document itself will also show a very
close correlation between the two versions. (See attached copies of the 2002 and 2005
versions of the plan.)

Most importantly, you will note that the schools in question had been asking for a
consistent “package” of e-rate eligible products and services, which include local and
long distance wired and wireless voice services, dedicated internet access lines, and
eligible CPE to access the internet. Our point here is if, the goals were similar -- and the
products and services asked for by the schools remained constant -- why was the validity
of the original plan questioned, and funding denied, with these applications?

We cite here the SLD’s own direction on the matter:

Technology Plan Scope and Timeframe

Scope

Schools and libraries are not required to write or develop a separate Universal Service Fund techriology
plan. However, the approved plan must include a sufficient level of information to validate the purpose of a
Universal Service Fund request. An approved technology plan does not have to include the specific details
on required on the Description of Services Requesied and Certification Fornt (Form 470), the Services
Ordered and Certification Form (Form 471), the Receipt of Service Confirmation Form (Form 486), and
the adiustment to Funding Commitment and Modification to Receipt of Service Confirmation Form {(Form
500).

http://www.universalservice.org/sl/applicants/step02/technologv-planning/default.aspx

The schools in question had a valid technology plan that had more than enough detail to
“validate the purpose of the Universal Service Fund request”, per the SLD’s direction on
the matter.

PIA Review

During the PIA review, vague questions such as, “When was the plan created?” Or,
“When was the plan available?” were asked. The school gave the plan approval date not
quite understanding what information was requested under the term, “created” or
“available.”




When the Director of Technology of the Office of Catholic Schools in the Archdiocese of
Chicago (the school system of which we are members) inquired on our behalf to the SLD
as to the reason for the questions and the meanings of created or available, he was told,
“We can’t tell you.”

We believe that this confusion led to the PIA review determining that we did not have a

technology plan in place when, in fact, we have developed cooperative plans and
implemented them over the past six years.

We note here that in a recent decision in regards to an appeal by the Pasadena, CA school
district (see http://hraunfoss.fcc.gov/edocs public/attachmatch/DA-06-486A1.doc), the
FCC has asked the SLD for “reasonable inquiry by USAC and better communication
between the USAC and the applicant could have resolved the issues” in this case.” We
note here that the Chicago Archdiocese’s efforts to intervene on the matter should not
have been dismissed or treated as irrelevant and could have addressed many of the issues
here. In summary, there was a valid technology plan in place at the filing of the 470,
there were efforts to make minor changes within that plan, and ultimately, the new plan
was approved by June 30™ and in time for the new funding year.

In summary, Our Lady of Grace School believes that it was denied funding in error and
requests USAC to award a Funding Commitment Decision favorable to our school.

Please do not hesitate to call our local school contact with any questions.

Sincerely,

Sind Bt Deis Koy
Sister Rita Marie Range
Principal

Attachments:
Attachment A — Funding Commitment Decision Letter
Attachment B — Comparison of Technology Plans Goals
Attachment C — 1998 Technology Plan Approval Letter
Attachment D — 2002 Technology Plan Approval Letter
Attachment E — 2005 Technology Plan Approval Letter
Attachment F — Appeals Decision Letter
Complete 2002 Technology Plan for Schools in the Archdiocese of Chicagoe
Complete 2005 Technology Plan for Schools in the Archdiocese of Chicago
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IMPORTANT REMINDERS & DEADLINES

Billed Entity Number : 70904
Name of Billed Entity: OUR LADY OF GRACE SCHOOL

The following information is provided to assist you throughout the agplication process.

We recommend that {ou keep it in an easily accessible location and that you share it
with the appropriate members of your organization.

FCC REGISTRATION NUMBERS (FCC Rng - Effective November 1, 2004, the FCC's Fifth Order
ECC 04-190 released August 13, 2004) requires E-rate program EartLCLPagts to have FCC
éeglstratlon Numbers. lease continie to review cur web site for additional quidance.

FORM 486 DEADLINE - The Form 486 must be postmarked no later than 120 days after the
Service Start Date you report on the Form 486 or no later than 120 days after the date

of the Funding Commitment Decision Letter, whichever is later. If you are required to
have a Technogogy Plan, that glan_mgst cover all 12 months of the funding year. You must
indicate the name of the SLD- ertified Tecbnologg_Plan Approver (TPA) prior to the
commencement of discounted services for this funding year. You myst indicate the name of
the SLD-Certified TPA who agprgved ¥our plan in your Form 486, and you must retain your
appioval letter and documentation of your monitotring of the progress toward your stated
goals.

CHILDREN'S INTERNET PROTECTION ACT (CIPA) - Please review the CIPA uidgnce in the Form
486 Instructions, Section II, "IMPACT OF CIPA REQUIREMENTS ON FORM 486.

INVOICE DEADLINE - Invoices must be postmarked no later than 120 days after the last date
to receive service - including extensions - or 120 days_after the date of the Form 486
Notification Letter, whichever is later. Invoices should not be submitted until the
inVOiced.groducts and services are being delivered and billed, and (for BEAR Forms)

the provider has been paid.

OBLIGATION TO PAY NON-DISCOUNT PORTION - Applicants are required to pay the non-discount
ortion of the cost of the products and/or services. Service grOVLders are required_to
i1l apgligants for the non-discount portion. The FCC has stated that requirin aggllcants

to pay their share ensureg efficiency and accountability in the program. FCC 04-1

concluded that a presumgtlvely reasohable timeframe for a beneficiatry to pay its

non~discount share is 90 days after the completion of services. 1If you are using a

grﬁde-ig‘as part of your non-discount portion, please refer to the web site for more

information.

DOCUMENTATION RETENTION - FCC_rules require that documents demonstrating compliance with
the statute and Commission rules must bLe retaiped for a Eerlod_of at least five years
after the last day of service delivered. See "Document Retention Requirements" in FCC
04-190 for a descriptive list of many of the documents you must retain.

SUSPENSION AND DEBARMENT - Persons who have been convicted of criminal viclations or
held civilly liable for certain acts arising from their participation in the Schools
and Libraries Support Mechanism are subject to suspensionh and debarment from the program.

FREE SERVICES ADVISORY - Applicants and service,g;oviders are prohibited from using the
Schools and Libraries Support Mechanism to subsidize the procurement of ineligible or
unrequested products and services, or from Earticipatln% in arrangements that have the
effecttgilpgoviding a discount level to applicants greater than that to which applicants
are entitled.

Complete Brogram information - including more information on these reminders - is posted
to the SLD séction of the USAC web site at www.sl.universalservice.org. You may also
contact the SLD Client Service Bureau by e-mail usxng the "'submit a Question" link on the
web site, by fax at 1-888-276-8736 or by phone at 1-588-203-8100.




Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools & Libraries Division

FUNRDING COMMITMENT DECISION LETTER
{(Funding Year 2005: 07/01/2005 - 06/30/2006)

October 26, 2005

Sister Rita Marie Range
OUR LADY OF GRACE SCHOOL
2446 N RIDGEWAY AVE
CHICAGO, IL 860647-2325

Re: Form 471 Application Number: 465815
Funding Year 2005: 07/0142005 - 06/30/2006
Billed Entity HNumber: 70304
Billed Entitg FCC RN: 001208674
Applicant's Form Identifier: 814

Thank you for your Funding Year 2005 E-rate application and for any assistance you
provided throughout our review. Here is the current status of the funding request(s)
featured in the Funding Commitment Report at the end of this letter.

~ The amount, $340.09 is "Approved."
- The amount, §28,633.28 is "Denied."

Please refer to the Funding Commitment Report on the page following this letter for
specific funding request decisions and explanations.

The Important Reminders and Deadlines immediately preceding this letter are provided
to assist you throughout the application process.

NEXT STEPS

- Work with {our service provider to determine if you will receive discounted bills or
if you will reguest reimbursement from USAC after paying your bills in full

Review technology planning approval reaguirements

Review CIPA Requirements

File Form 486

Invoice the SLD using the Form 474 &service provideri or Form 472 (Billed Entity) -

as products and services are being delivered and billed

FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

On the Yages following this letter, we have provided a Funding Commitment Report for the
Form 471 application cited above. The enclosed report includes a list of the Funding
Reguest Number(s) (FRNs) from your application. The SLD is also sending this information
to your service provider(s) so preparations can be made to begin implementing your E-rate
discount(s) after you file your Form 486. Immediately preceding the Eunding Commitment
Report, you will find a guide that provides a definition for each line of the Report.

TO APPEAL THIS DECISION:

If you wish to appeal a decision in this letter, {our appeal must be received by the SLD
or postmarked within 60 days of the date of this letter. Failure to meet this
requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. In your letter of appeal:

1. Include the name, address, telephone number, fax number, and (if available) e-mail
address for the person who can most readily discuss this appeal with us.

2. State outright that your letter is an appeal. Include the following to identify the
letter and the decision you are appealing:
- Appellant name,

Box 125 - Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey, 07981
Visit us online at: www.sL.universalservice.org




Applicant name and service provider name, if different from appellant,
Applicant BEN and seryice provider SPIN,
F’?‘m 471 Application Number as assigned by the SID,

unding Commitment Decision Letter for Finding Year 2005," AND
The exact text or the decision that you are appealing.

3. Please keep your letter to the point, and provide documentation to sugport your appeal.
ge ﬁurettg.keep a copy of your entire appeal, including any correspondence and
ocumencatlon.

4. If you are the applicant pleas; provide a co§¥ of your aﬁpeal to the service
provider(s) affected by the SLD's decision. ou are the service B;OV1de:, please
provide a copy of your appeal to the applicant(s) affected by the SLD's decision.

5. Provide an authorized signature on your letter of appeal.

To submit {our appeal to the SLD by e-mail, use the "Submif a Questjon" feature on our
web site at www.sl.universalservice.orq. €1ick "Continue," chgose Apgeals from the
Topics Inguiry on the lower portion of your screen, and click "Go" to begin your
appeal submission, The system will prompt you through the process. The SLD will
automatically reply to incoming e-mails to confirm receipt.

To submit your appeal to the SLD by fax, fax your appeal to (973) 599-6542,
To submit your appeal to the SLD on paper, send your appeal to:

Letter of Apggal ) L
Schools and Libraries Division
Box 125 - Correspondence Unit
80 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

While we encourage ygu to resolve {our appeal with the SLD first, you have the ogtion
of filing an appeal directly with the Federal Communications Commission (Ecc&. ou
should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of gour appeal to the FCC. Your
agpeal must be received by the FCC or postmarked within &0 days of the above date on
this letter. Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of
our appeal. We strongly recommend that you use either the electronic filing ogtions
escribed in the "Appeals Procedure" posted in the Reference Area of our web site.
If you are submitting your apgeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC,
Office of the Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554.

NOTICE ON RULES AND FUNDS AVAILABILITY

Agplicants' receipt of funding commitments is contingent on their compliance with all

5 atgtorg, requlatory, and procedural requirements of the Schools and Libraries Universal
Service Support Mechanism. Aggllcants who have received funding commitments continue

to be subject to audits and other reviews that the Universal Service Administrative
Company (_SAC& and/or the FCC may undertake periodically to assure that funds that have
been committed are being used in accordance with all such requirements. The SLD may be
required to reduce or cancel funding commitments that were not issued in_accordance with
such requirements, whether due to action or inhaction, including but not limited to that
by the SLD, the apgllcant or the service 8rov1der. The SLD, and other appropriate
authorities (including buf not limited to_USAC and the ECC&, may pursue enforcement
actions and other means of recourse to collect improperly disbursed funds. The timing
of pagment of invoices may also be affected by the availability of funds based on the
amount of funds collected from contributing telecommunications companies.

Schools and Libraries Divisicn
Universal Service Administrative Company

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 2 of 6 10/26/2005




A GUIDE TO THE FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

b report for each B-rate funding request §rom your application 3 ]
letter. We are providing the fglloging definitions EEngﬁgleeﬁf Eﬁtfﬁﬁﬁériﬁzﬁb?s

gOR%h47éL%PPLICATION NUMBER: The unique identifier assigned to a Form 471 application
y the .

FUNDING REQUEST NUMBER {ERN%:.A Funding Request Number is assigned by the SLD to each
Block 5 of 'your Form 471, This number’is used to report to applicants and service
providers the status of individual funding requests submitted on a Form 471

FUNDING STATUS: Each FRN will have one of the following definitions:

1. An FRN that is "Funded" is approved at the level that the SLD determined
1s appropriate for this FRN. The funding level will generally be the level
requested unless the SLD determines during the application review process that
some adjustment is appropriate.

2. An ERN that is "Not Funded” is one for which no funds were committed. The
reason for the decision will be briefly explained in the "Funding Commitment
Decision Explanation.” An FRN may be "Not Funded" because the request does not
complg with program rules, or because the total amount of funding available for

this Funding Year was insufficient to fund all redquests.

3. An ERN that is "As Yet Unfunded" reflects a temporarg status that is assigned to
an FRN when the SLD is uncertain at the time the letiter is generated whether
there will be sufficient funds to make commitments for requésts for Internal
Connections at a particular discount level. For example, if your application
included requests for discounts on both Telecommunications Services and Internal
Connections, you might receive a letter with funding commitments for your
Telecommunlcag :
requests are "As Yet Unfunded." You would receive one or more subseguent letters
regarding the funding decision on your Internal Connections requests.

CATEGORY OF SERVICE: The type of service ordered from the service provider, as shown on
your Form 471

EFORM 470 APPLICATION NUMBER: The Form 470 Application Number associated with this FRN
from Block 5, Item 12 of the Form 471.

SPIN (Service Provider Identification Number): A unique number assigned by the
Universal Service Administrative Company to Service providers seeking payment from
the Universal Service Fund for gart1c1pgt1ng in the universal servicé support
mechan%sms. A SPIN is also used to verify delivery of services and to arrange for
payment.

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME: The legal name of the service provider.

CONTRACT NUMBER: The number of the contract bhetween the eligible party and the
servige przg%der. This will be present only if a contract number was provided on
your Form

BILLING ACCOUNT NUMBER: The account number that your service provider has established
with you for billing purposes. This will be preSent only if a Billing Account Number
was provided on your Form 471.

gERVICQISTART DATE: The Service Start Date for this FRN from Block 5, Item 19 of your
orm .

CONTRACT EXPIRATION DATE: The Contract Expiration Date for this FRN from Block 5,
Item 20b of your Form 471. This will be present only if a contract expiration date
was provided on your Form 471.

SITE IDENTIFIER: The Entity Number listed in Form 471, Block 5, Item 2Za. This will be
present only for "site specific” FRNs.

NUMBER OF MONTHS RECURRING SERVICE PROVIDED IN FUNDING YEAR: The number of months of
service that has been approved in the funding year. This will be present only for
recurring services.

ANNUAL, PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT FOR ELIGIBLE RECURRING CHARGES: Eligible monthly

pre-discount amount approved for recurring charges multiplied by number of months
of recurring service approved for the funding year.

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 3 of 6 10/26/2005
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ANNUAL PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT EOR ELIGIBLE NON-RECURRING CHARGES: Annual eligi
non-recurring charges approved for the funding year. eligible

PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT: Amount in Form 471, Block 5, Item 23I, as determined through
the application review process.

DISCOUNT PERCENTAGE APPROVED BY THE SLD: The discount rate that the SLD has
approved for this service.

FUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION: This represents the total amount of funding that the SLD
has reserved to reimburse your service provider for the approved discounts for this
service for this funding {ear. It is important that you and your service provider
both recognize that the SLD should be invoiced and the SLD may direct disbursement

of discounts only for eligible, approved services actually rendered.

FUNDING COMMITMENT. DECISION EXPLANATION: Thjs entry provides an explanation of the
amount in the "Funding Commitment Decision.

FCDL DATE: The date of this Funding Commitment Decision Letter (ECDL).
WAVE NUMBER: The wave number assigned to FCDLs issued on this date.

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 4 of 6 10/26/2005




FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

Billed Entity Name: OUR LADY OF GRACE SCHOOL

BEN: 70904
Funding Year: 2005

EForm 471 Application Number: 465815
Funding Request Number: 1280957
Funding Status: Not Funded ‘ _ )
Categorg of Service: Telecommunications Service
Form 47 Aggllcatlon Number: 114530000

SPIN: 143001912 .

Service Provider Name: SBC Illinois

Contract Number: MTM
Billing Account Number: N/A

Service Start Date: 07/01/2005

Contract Expiration Date:’ 06/30/2006

Site Identifier: 70904 i . . .

Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year;
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Chatges: $

12
4,214.76

Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $.00

Pre-discount Amount: $4,214.76
Discount Pergentage Approved bg the SLD: N/
Funding Commitment Decision: §0.

A
00 - Technology Plan Required

Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: No fechnology glan covering the current

funding year was in place when the Form 470 was filed.
needed if seeking discounts for more than basic phone servic

FCDL Date: 10626/2005
Wave Number: D18

Funding Request Number: 1280989

Funding Status: Funded . . .
Categorg of Service: Telecommunications Service
Form 47 Agfllcatlon Number: 114530000

SPIN: 143001197 . , ,

Service Provider Name: MCI Communications Corporation
Contract Number: MTM

Billing Account Number: N/A

Service Start Date: 07/0172005

Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2006

Site Identifier: 70904 . . ) .

Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year:
Annual Pre-discount Amounf for Eligible Recurring Charges: $
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charge
Pre-discount Amount: $178.80

Discount Perqentage Approved b¥ the SLD: 90} )
Funding Commitmenf Decision: $160.92 - FRN approved as submi

FCDL Date: 10626/2005
Wave Number: D18

e.

12
178.80
s: $.00

tted

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 5 of 6
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. . FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT
Billed Entity Name: OUR LADY OF GRACE SCHOOL

BEM: 70904
Funding Year: 2005

Form 471 Application Number: 465815

Funding Request Number: 1281029

Funding Status: Funded , _

Categors of Service: Telecommunications Service
Form 47 Aggllcatlon Number: 114530000

SPIN: 143000677 , _
Service Provider Name: Verizon Wireless
Contract Number: MTM
Billing Account Number: N/A
Service Start Date: 07/01/2005
Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2006
Site Identifier: 70904

Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12

1
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Chafges: 5$199.08
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $.00

Pre-discount Amount: $199.08
Discount Pergentage Approved b{ the SID: 90} )
Funding Commitment Decision: $179.17 - FRN approved as submitted

FCDL Date: 10626/2005
Wave Number: 018

Funding Request Number: 1281089

Funding Status: Not Funded _
Categorg of Service: Basic Maintenance of Internal Connection
Form 47 Agglxcatlon Number: 114530000

SPIN: 143025704

Service Provider Name: J & D Network Consultants
Contract Number: N/A

Billing Account Number: N/A

Service Start Date: 07/01/2005

Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2006

Site Identifier: 70904 . . . )
Number of Months Recurrlng Service Provided in Funding Year;
Annual Pre-discount Amoun

Pre-discount Amount: $27,600.
Discount Pergentage Approved by the SLD: N/A )
Funding Commitment Decision: $0.00 - Technology Plan Required

12
i for Eligible Recurring Chatrges: $27,600.00
Annual Pre-discount AmountogogoEligible Non-recurring Charges: §.00

Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: No technology Klan covering the current

funding_¥ear was in place when the Form 470 was filed. :
needed if seeking discounts for more than basic phone service.

FCDL Date: 10626/2005
Wave Number: 018

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page & of 6

written technology plan is
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Attachment B
Comparison of Technology Plan Goals

2005 - 2008 Technology Integration Plan Goals

———

2002 - 2005 Technology Integration Plan

Catholic schools, in partnership with the surrounding local and
global communities, discover and leverage the educational,
financial and technical resources available,

Catholic schools, in partnership with the surrounding local and
global communities, discover and leverage the educational,
financial and technical resources available.

Catholic schools strive for equity in Archdiocesan-wide uses
of technology.

Catholic schools strive for equity in Archdiccesan-wide uses
of technology.

Catholic schools utilize OCS and local resources to maximize
Archdiocesan, school, family and community communication.

Catholic schools, in partnership with the associated locat and
global communities, leverage technology to enableand
optimize communication and the exchange of information.

Catholic schools will develop local school addendums to the
OCS plan incorporating the mission, vision and major goals
and strategies.

Catholic schools will develop written technology plans that
are based upon the mission, vision and belief statements and
major goals of the OFFICE OF CATHOLIC SCHOOLS
technology plan,

Catholic schools integrate diverse technologies identified by
scientifically based research into the process of teaching,

learning and assessing in all disciplines at all instructional
levels.

Catholic schools integrate technology competencies into the
process of content-based teaching and learning in all
disciplines at all instructional levels.

Catholic schools, independently and collaborative use -
technology to communicate, access, analyze and evaluate
information. :

Catholic schools, independently and collaboratively use
technology to communicate, access, analyze and evaluate
information.

Catholic schools align technology initiatives with school
improvement goals for curriculum, instruction, and
assessment.

Catholic schools align technology initiatives with school
improvement goals for curriculum, instruction, and
assessment.

Catholic School professional staff (Administrators,
Teachers, Librarians, Specialists) and support staff
demonstrates competencies in technology skills and practices
related to their responsibilities.

Catholic School professional staff (Administrators,
Teachers, Librarians, Specialists) and support staff
demonstrate competencies in technology skills and practices
related to their responsibilities.

i



Building level administrators become technology leaders.

— ]

Professional development technology needs will be fully
funded.

Professional Development in technology integration resources
are identified and communicated to school personnel.

Professional development reflects current research and pest
practice.

Catholic schools provide professional development in
technology to support and enhance curriculum, instruction and
assessment.

Catholic schools provide professional development in
technology to support and enhance curriculum, instruction and
assessment.

Catholic schools have sufficient technology resources for
teaching, learning, and management.

Catholic schools have sufficient technology resources for
teaching, learning and management.

Catholic schools electronically network with the Archdiocese
and each other.

Catholic schools electronically network with the Archdiocese
and each other,

Catholic schools leverage resources and programs to ensure
adequate technology services,

Catholic schools leverage resources and programs to ensure
adequate technology services.

Catholic schools adopt technology policies for the acquisition,
deployment, utilization and support of educational technology
and school management,

Catholic schools adopt technology policies for the acquisition,
deployment, utilization and support of educational technology
and school management.

Catholic schools utilize elecironic administrative management
systems,

Catholic schools utilize administrative information
management systems.

]
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February 11, 1998

Elaine M. Schuster, Ph.D.
Superintendent of Schools
Archdiocese of Chicago
155 E. Superior Street
Chicago, IL 60611

Dear Dr. Schuster:

[ am pleased ..tfé mfprm you that we have reviewed your technology plan and that it meets
all five criteria established by the Schools and Libraries Corporation for participation in
the Schools and Libraries Universal Service Program. You plan is approved.

._. In order to receive program services, please note that you must indicate on FCC Form
486 that you plan has been approved by the Natiobal Catholic Educational Association.

Sincerely,

Wﬁ‘“’“@ SO

Lourdes Sheehan, RSM
Executive Director
Department of Chief Administrators of Catholic Education

L

Suite 100, 1077 30th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20007-3852 * (302) 337-6232 » Fax (208) 838-6706 * http://wwwncea.org




Ilinois State Board of Education

100 West Randoiph Streat, Sults 14-300 » Chicapo, lilinols mm1w . wwwiishe.net
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Chaiman State Supennterndent of Education
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Mr. Mark Gartski
Director of Technology - Office of Catholic Schools
Archdiocese of Chicago
155 E. Superior St.
Chicago, IL 60611

CERTIFICATION OF TECHNOLOGY PLAN APPROVAL FOR SCHOOLS AND LIBRARIES
UNIVERSAL SERVICE PROGRAM

W are picased to inform you that the Archdiocese of Chicago’s Technology Plan has been reviewed by the
Peer Review Group and has met the following standards and criteria as detailed for the Schools and Libraries
Universal Service Program:

(1) The Plan establishes clear goals and a realistic strategy for using telecommunications and other information
technologies to improve teaching and leaming.

(2) The Plan has a professional development strategy to ensure that staff imowhowtouseﬂ:anewwchnolog:esto
improve teaching and leamning.

(3) The Plan includes an assessment of the telecommunications services, hardware, software, profeuimnldevelopmem
and other services that will be needed to implement the strategies to improve education.

(4) The Plan provides a sufficient budget to acquire and maivtain the hardware, software, and other services that will be
needed to implement the strategy.

(5) The Plen includes an evaluation process that enables 2 school to monitor progress toward the goals outlined in the
Plan and make mid-courss corrections in responss to new developments and opportunities as they arise,

Ultimately, we stress that technology plans must not be viewed or treated as a separate exercise dealing
primarily with hardware and telecommunications infrastructure. Instead, there must be strong connections
between the Plan, your Staff’ professional development efforts, and your overall goals for improving teaching
and learning,

While we realize that your planning scope may be longer, this approval is valid for the Universal Service
Program for three (3) fiscal years from this date, ending June 30, 2005. Atthﬂﬁme,m?lanmﬂund«goa
review and assessment as required by the Schodls and Libraries Corporation. -

Thank You once again for your continued commitment to improve teaching and learning at your school. We
wish you continued success in your gmrgs at securing the resources that go along with that important task,

Sincerely, -

&;{m

Policy Analyst =~ =
Iilinois State Board of Education - Learning Technologies

ce: Zach Wichmann - IL Catholic Conference

Making itlinois Schools Second ta None
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108 East Cook Street
Springfield, Illinois 62704
(217) 528-9200
FAX (217) 528-7214

65 East Wacker Place » Suite 1620
Chicago, [llinois 60601
(312) 368-1066
FAX (312) 368-1090

June 17, 2005

Mr, Mark Garstki
Archdiocese of Chicago
155 E. Superior Street
Chicago, IL 60611

CERTIFICATION OF TECHNOLOGY PLAN APPROVAL FOR SCHOOLS AND LIBRARIES
UNIVERSAL SERVICE PROGRAM

We are pleased to inform you that the Archdiocese of Chicago School technology plan has been reviewed by the Peer
Review Group and has met the following standards and criteria as detailed for the Schools and Libraries Universal
Service Program:

(1) The Plan establishes clear goals and a realistic strategy for using telecommmications and other information
technologies to improve teaching and learning.

(2) The Plan has a professional development strategy to ensure that staff know how to use the new technologies to
improve teaching and learning.”

(3) The Plan includes an assessment of the telecommumications services, hardware, software, professional dcvelopnmnt
and other services that will be needed to implement the strategies to improve education,

{4) The Plan provides a sufficient budget to acquire and maintain the hardware, software, and other services that will be
needed to implement the strategy.

(5) The Plan includes an evaluation process that enebles a school to monitor progress toward the goals outlined in the
Plan and make mid-course cotrections in response to new developments and opportunities as they arise.

Ultimately, we stress that technology plans must not be viewed or treated as a separate exercise dealing primarily with
herdware and telecommunications infrastructure. Instead, there must be strong connections between the Plan, your Staff
professional development efforts, and your overall goals for improving teaching and learning.

‘While we realize that your planning scope may be longer, this approval is valid for the Universal Service Program for
three (3) fiscal and school years from this date, ending June 30, 2008. At that time, your Plan will undergo a review and
assessment as required by the Schools and Libraries Corporation.

Thank you once again for your continued commitment o improve teaching and learning at your school. We wish you
continued success in your efforts at securing the resources that go along with that important task,

hary H. Wichmann
Associate Director for Education

Diocess of Bellevilie Archdlocsss of Chicago Diocess of Jollet Diocess of Peoria Diocese of Rockford Diocess of Springfisld-in-lilinola

www.catholicconfersnceofiitinols.org
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Sister Rita Marie Range

Our Lady of Grace School
2446 North Ridgeway Avenue
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Billed Entity Number: 70904
Form 471 Application Number: 465815
Form 486 Application Number:
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Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools & Libraries Division

Administrator’s Decision on Appeal — Funding Year 2005-2006

March 31, 2006

Sister Rita Marie Range

Our Lady of Grace School
2446 North Ridgeway Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647-2325

Re: Applicant Name: OUR LADY OF GRACE SCHOOL
Billed Entity Number: 70904
Form 471 Application Number: 463815
Funding Request Number(s): 1280957, 1281089
Your Correspondence Dated: December 07, 2005

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries .
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its
decision in regard to your appeal of SLD's Funding Year 2005 Funding Commitment
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the
basis of SLD's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60-day time period for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note that you will
receive a separate letter for each application.

Funding Request Number(s): 1280957, 1281089
Decision on Appeal: Denied
Explanation:

¢ On appeal, you seek reversal of the SLD decision to deny funding for these
requests because Our Lady of Grace School did not have a technology plan
covering the current funding year when the Form 470 was filed. You state that
the Archdiocese of Chicago, of which Our lady of Grace is a member, has had an
approved technology plan without interruption since 1998, The initial plan was
approved in February 1998, the first revision was approved in July 2002, and the
latest revision was approved in June 2005. You further state that each version of
the plan has updates but remains essentially the same. You assert that vague
questions asked during PIA review regarding the date the plan was created or
available led the school to provide the approval date of the technology plan and
led to confusion, which led PIA to determine that the school did not have a

Box 125 — Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit us online at: www.sl.universalservice.org




technology plan in place. You believe that funding was denied in error and
request a favorable Funding Commitment Decision for the school.

Upon review of the appeal and its relevant documentation, it was determined that

Our Lady of Grace School was chosen for Selective Review in Fund Year 2005.
As part of the Selective Review Information Request (SRIR), applicants are
directed to provide a copy of technology plan for the current funding year. Your
response to the SRIR included a copy of the Archdiocese of Chicago's 2005-2008
tech plan. However, the plan provided did not reference the date of creation and
included the footer "Archdiocese of Chicago - June 2005, which indicates that
the plan was not available when the Form 470 was filed (12/10/04). You were
contacted and asked to provide a copy of the technology plan that covers Funding
Year 2005 (July 1, 2005 - June 30, 2006) that was in place at the time of filing the
Form 470 and to indicate the date that the version of the Technology Plan
provided was created. Your response stated that the Form 470 was filed in
December 2004. Therefore, the tech plan in place at the time Form 470 was filed -
was submitted in July 2002 and expired on June 30, 2005. Your response also
included a fax from the Diocese indicating that the new plan was approved in July
2005. As there is no evidence that the 2002-2005 tech plan covers Fund Year
2005, you were contacted again and asked to provide the creation date of the
2005-2008 tech plan. Your response stated that the creation date "was June 17,
20035, the date it was approved for use.” As program rules require applicants to
have a tech plan covering the current fund year in place at the time Form 470 is
filed, all funding requests requiring a technology plan were denied. On appeal,
you have argued that the school has had an approved technology plan, without
interruption, since 1998 and have included a timeline of revisions and approvals.
You have also included the 2002 and 2005 technology plans, and the 1998, 2002,
and 2005 approval letters in support of the appeal. Upon review of this
documentation, it is clear that the Diocese has had a continuous technology plan
since 1998. However, you have failed to address the reason for denial, that the
Diocese did not have a technology plan in place for Funding Year 2005 at the
time Our Lady of Grace School filed its Form 470, As your original responses
clearly indicated that Our Lady of Grace School did not have a FY 2005 tech plan
in place at the time the Form 470 was filed, and you have failed to provide
evidence that the SLD has erred in its decision, the appeal is denied.

On your Form 471, you certified that the recipients of products and/or service
were covered by an individual and/or higher-level technology plan and that the
technology plan had been approved or was in the process of being approved.
During the review of your application, SLD requested that you provide a copy of
your technology plan. Since you failed to provide a copy of the technology plan
covering the current Funding Year at the time Form 470 was filed, SLD denies
your appeal.

Your Form 471 requested funding for products and services other than basic local
and long distance telephone service. FCC rules require applicants to certify that
the entities receiving products and/or services other than basic telephone service
are covered by an individual and/or higher-level technology plan that has been, or
is in the process of being approved. 47 C.F.R. § 54.504(b)(2)(vii); See Schools

- Box 125 - Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey (07981
Visit us online at: www.sl universaiservice.org
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and Libraries Universal Service, Services Ordered and Certification Form, OMB
3060-0806 Block 6, item 26, 27 (FCC Form 471} .

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may

appeal these decisions to either the SLD or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied
in full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal with the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC.
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure"
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD web site or by contacting the Client Service
Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing options.

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal
process. '

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

Box 125 - Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit us online at: www.sl.universalservice.org
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The Catholic schools in the Archdiocese of Chicago comprise both the largest private and the
largest parochial school system in the country. Among all public and private systems, it ranks
nineteenth. Of the 304 schools, 43 are secondary schools, 261 are elementary schools. The total

- student population is 123,449. Over 85,000 families send their children to either an elementary or
secondary Catholic School. 16% of the students are non-Catholic. Specific school enroliments range
from 100 students to over 2057. 164 schools are located in the City of Chicago, 118 in the suburbs
of Cook County and 22 in the Lake County suburbs.

The diversity expressed in metropolitan Chicago is also reflected in Archdiocese of Chicago
Catholic schools. Immigrants from Poland, Vietnam and Korea intermingle with Cubans, Puerto Ricans
and Mexicans. Haitian populations sit alongside Asians whether from the Philippines, China or India.
83% of students from inner city families represent people of color. They add a rich resource to the
future of our cities and to the Church of Chicago. Based upon data received from the food service
provider, FSP, 24% of students at the system level receive free & reduced lunches, However, many
local schools in the inner city have poverty levels between the 75-100% rate.

17 secondary schools and 8 elementary schools have received the U.S. Department of Excellence in
Education award (four of them twice, one three times). 51 elementary school early childhood
pregrams have received accreditation from NAEYC (National Association for the Education of
Young Children). 94% of elementary schools have an extended day program. 99% have a
kindergarten while 83 % have a pre-K program. At the completion of the their elementary
education, 100% of the eighth graders enter high school. Catholic High Schools in the Archdiocese
have a 97.69% high school graduation rate with 91% of seniors entering college. The dropout rate is
less than 1%.

In the spring of each year, students in Grade 3,6 & 7 participate in the Terra Nova II standardized
testing program. Archdiocesan students consistently perform above the national norm. On the
secondary level, 92% of the students take the ACT compared to 38% on the national level and 72%
at the state level. Composite score ACT score for the Archdiocese is 21,4,

The Archdiocesan School system has 6,005 teachers and 483 administrators, 98% of the
elementary faculty and 97% of the secondary teachers are either certified or hold degrees in
areas such as music, art and religion. 66% of the secondary staff have been teaching 6-25+ years;
at the elementary level, the average years of experience is 10.5 years. 96% of our teachers are lay
persons and 4 % are women/men of religious congregations.

Ongoing support for Catholic education remains a challenge. Average cost to educate an elementary
Catholic school child is $3009.00 and at the secondary level it is $6,784.00. Schools are funded
primarily through tuition revenue. However, substantial support has been provided by the
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